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In this paper we explore the concept of ‘good’ management as it is represented in the 
managerial literature, where the concept of ‘good’ is set in dichotomous opposition 
to that of ‘bad’.  Whilst we identify such dichotomies as the basic building blocks of 
managerial practice, our illustration from organizational interaction indicates that 
meaning generated by organizational actors is not so readily set in dichotomous 
relationships.  Some of the literature moves beyond dichotomous thinking, arguing 
that good practice is not based upon implementation of mere good intent, and that 
management intent is in any case subject to variable interpretation and response by 
other groups, dependent upon context and contingency.  It is this contextual nature of 
intent, interpretation and action that we explore and discuss in relation to philosophy 
and management.  Our argument is that ‘goodness’ in management is not absolute or 
oppositionally distinct from ‘bad’ or ‘evil’.  Rather, the best of intentions and 
intention/action schemas pragmatically fall foul of power and embedded cultures that 
reflect multiple reality frames. 





In this paper we explore the concept of ‘good’ management, as it is represented in the managerial 
literature, and make critical comparison with the discourse of actors from an illustrative 
organization, collated from a series of interventions across hierarchies over time.  From a broad 
range of managerial literature, we identify concepts of the ‘good’ of management as being set in 
opposition to concepts of ‘bad’ management, whether explicitly or by implication through 
designation of a ‘good’ that cannot exist without a ‘bad’ against which its goodness can be 
judged.  Within the organization illustration, however, we find that such simple (or simplistic) 
dichotomies are not evident, so we seek to explore the ‘web of meanings shared by the authors of 
the various texts’ (Strati, 1999: 17) in the discourse of actors.  We subject the material from the 
literature and the illustration to critique from a particular philosophical perspective – that of 
multiple contextual perspectives – in order to argue that the ‘multiple realities’ (Beech and 
Cairns, 2001) of organizational life are not dualistic and dichotomous in nature.  However, we 
argue against the notion that lack of either a unitary reality or of a dualistic opposition of 
organizational realities is symptomatic of a fragmented nihilism of concepts floating in a void 
(Hassard, 1992).  Rather, we seek to develop and contribute to the arena of multi-lingual and 
multi-cultural organizational understanding, in which cultural exchange is possible and desirable, 
but with the belief that “cultural exchange does not need shared values, a shared language or a 
shared philosophy” (Feyerabend, 1987). 
 
Surfing the Managerial Literature 
Within the managerial literature, roughly sampled by a process of ‘surfing’ electronic libraries 
with key word searches, we identify the basic concept of the ‘good’ in management as set in 
dichotomous opposition to that of the ‘bad’.  We identify it as such by reference to forms of 
‘good managerial practice’ (Monroe, 1999; Fong et al., 1998; Creagh and Brewster, 1998), and to 
prescriptive models such as ‘management by objectives’ (Rodgers and Hunter, 1991), ‘paying 
attention to customer needs’ (Leazes, 1997) and ‘good communication, training and development 
programs’ (Brown and Karagozoglu, 1993).  Such good practices are set out in a reductionist and 
exclusive manner that precludes and excludes options of the ‘non-good’ being considered other 
than as ‘bad’, whether or not this explicitly stated.  In some texts, ‘bad’ management is explicitly 
defined as failure to apply good practices (e.g. Ward et al., 1996) and through proscription of 
‘bad management practices’ (e.g. Sawyer, 1998).  In some examples (e.g. Ghoshal and Moran, 
1996) the good/bad dichotomy is applied to, and reinforces the dichotomous split between the 
worlds of theory and practice – the academic vs. the practical.  Through processes of binary 
reduction, the concept of ‘good management’ can be refined and formalized in the world of 
managerial action, resulting in outcomes such as the ‘creation of a national qualification for 
chartered managers’ (Dopson, Risk and Stewart, 1992).  Warnings of ‘letting things happen by 
chance, which is very bad’ (Kahalas and Suchon, 1995) can be heeded, and the dire consequences 
avoided through application of the good alternative of ‘very strong macro-managing and micro-
managing’ (1995). 
 
In some of the critical literature, (e.g. Brief et al., 1997) there is movement beyond such ‘pure’ 
dichotomous thinking, arguing that good practice is not based upon implementation of mere good 
intent, and that management intent is subject to variable interpretation and action by other groups, 
dependent upon context and contingency.  It is this contextual nature of intent, interpretation and 
action that we explore in the illustration and discuss in relation to philosophy and management.  
Our consideration of the organization illustration, in relation to the philosophical grounding of 
our own interpretation in the context of the organizational actors, leads us to confirm that the 
concept of ‘good’ management cannot exist in isolation of that of ‘bad’ management.  However, 
we also posit that the two concepts do not exist in a dichotomous and oppositional relationship 
and that, if the academic and theoretical literature seeks to problematize and make fragmented 
what the managerial and practitioner literature sees as unproblematic and unified, then unresolved 
dichotomies will prevail, and may tend towards fragmented nihilism.  We argue that neither the 
reductionist, unitary approach, nor the postmodern approaches of fragmented individualism 
(Derrida, 1973; Lyotard, 1984) and nihilism (Hassard, 1992) are conducive to achievement of 
meaningful action - the causa efficiens (Nietzsche, 1968), the efficient cause - that is sought by 
those in organizations in their own context of thinking/acting.  Yet, in rejecting notions of unity, 
denying the validity of dichotomous consideration, and rejecting nihilism, how do we avoid 
nihilism, or the construction of an alternative ‘unity’?  That is our ‘un-Enlightenment Project’ - 
the search for a positive postmodernity (popomo) of thinking/acting in organizations that will 
provide sufficient convergence and shared-ness for effective action, without reduction and 
exclusion of the divergence and the non-shared that provides meaning for individuals in their 
own context of thinking. 
 
Living in Organization 
In order to support discussion of the notions of ‘good’ and ‘bad’ in management, we draw upon 
‘data’ from a series of interventions in a single organization over time and over hierarchical 
levels.  We were involved in facilitating a series of open-ended discussions with individuals and 
groups in relation to the general topic of ‘change’ in the organization.  These were all recorded in 
full and transcribed for analysis in support of a number of research projects.  The organization 
operates within the drinks industry at a multinational level, has been subject to multiple take 
over, acquisition and reorganization activities over the past 15 years, and continues to undergo 
change to the present time.  The organization might be characterized by a top management that is 
committed to increasing involvement across the business, to improving communications, and to 
promoting concepts of empowerment, employee development – committed to ‘good management 
practices’ for employee support.  At the same time, top management acknowledges that it is 
committed to cost-cutting, rationalizing and driving down the cost of business – ‘good 
management’ for the stakeholders and the City analysts, but viewed by the workforce as….? 
 
However the organization is perceived in response to these (seemingly or possibly) conflicting 
characterizations of managerial intent, management themselves perceived the solution to 
problems as lying to a major extent in overcoming previous and existing practices of ‘poor 
management’. 
 
“Poor management having existed over the past and will continue to be exposed….it 
will force us to address some of these issues” (Senior Operations Manager). 
 
“The obstacles that faced us?  Obstacles that we perceived were, one: that we (had) 
very, quite entrenched attitudes in the workforce, two: that we had a big block in 
management – in the management capability – (it) just wasn’t active enough, wasn’t 
receptive enough….there was no capability to shape things, to shape the contribution 
that people would make” (Director of Operations). 
 Part of the problem of poor management practice may be seen to lie in the ‘traditional’ division 
and entrenchment of management/workforce in terms of ‘them and us’ – a dichotomous split 
most definitely based on perceptions of ‘good’ and ‘bad’.  Despite the espoused philosophy of 
top management that such barriers must be broken down, these values were seen not only to 
persist in contemporary organizational thinking, but to be entrenched and likely to persist in the 
future. 
 
From a managerial perspective, “the best way 
to look at this is in two distinct areas – shop 
floor people and managers” (Middle Manager, 
HRM), and “the gap is getting wider and 
wider” (General Manager, Operations) 
From a workforce perspective, “the barrier 
between them and us, I would say, is middle 
management upwards” (Operator A), and “I 
honestly believe that will always be the case” 
(Operator B) 
 
Within this framework, the attempts of management to implement the change agenda were, at 
best, made difficult – the best efforts of management towards building up employee commitment 
and seeing their value met with negative response that reinforces difference – ‘them and us’. 
 
“I want to try to build up commitment from the 
shopfloor level” (Managing Director). 
 
“We’ve got a lot of young people in now that 
are adaptable to a lot more changes” (General 
Manager) 
“I don’t know how you could change it” 
(Operator A). 
 
“It won’t really make a difference” (Operator 
B) 
 
“I have heard all these things before and 
nothing has ever happened” (Operator C). 
 
“There cannot be any changes down here” 
(Operator D). 
 
However, in line with the ‘theories’ of new management models, there were signs of the breaking 
down barriers and generating greater employee involvement – moving towards ‘good’ 
management as viewed in the managerial literature - from both management and workforce.  
There was an identifiable drive towards development of unitary beliefs and shared values. 
 
“Fundamentally, it’s about making people feel 
like they matter….the vast majority don’t feel 
like they matter” (Middle Manager, HRM). 
 
“What I’ve got to do is really communicate 
better with the workforce” (Middle Manager, 
Operations) 
 
“Each of our managers through each of their 
sections are now sitting down with each of 
their people, talking about their ideas” (Senior 
Manager, Operations) 
 
“You treat people the way you’d like to be 
treated yourself” (General Manager, 
Operations). 
 
“You could empower the dayshift to do 
themselves” (Middle Manager, Operations) 
 
“What we don’t want is a command and 
control hierarchical structure” (Director, HRM) 
“The barrier must be broken down and it must 
not be allowed to be rebuilt” (Operator A). 
 
“I was fair chuffed because he was asking me 
to show him (a manager) where to go for 
numbers for the cases” (Operator B). 
 
“You see him (a manager) on the shop 
floor….and he will listen an will agree with 
you at times” (Operator C). 
 
“Nobody has ever come up to me before and it 
(was) usually ‘you do that’, so I was quite 
chuffed that he came up and asked” (Operator 
D). 
 
“All he (a manager) did was to appreciate that 
we are all there to work together, to work to the 
same end” (Operator E). 
 
Here, the discourse is indicative of managerial intent to involve translated into action that is 
perceived as positive and supportive by the workforce - as unifying and breaking down the binary 
divide of them/us, good/bad.  However, there are further contrary and contradictory signs in the 
discourse - of managers who see command and control as the way forward, not inclusion and 
involvement.  And, rather than this being seen as negative by the workforce, there are elements of 
support for this view from the employees.  To some, it is the ‘natural and correct’ way of 
organizational life yet, to others it is cause for confusion and development of feelings of being 
‘lost’ or ‘adrift’. 
 
From one managerial perspective, it is clear 
that “people need direction more than 
involvement.  At the morale level, they just 
need somebody to say ‘look, here is the way I 
see it and this is the way I am going to go’” 
(Senior Manager, Operations) 
 
This view is supported by workforce members 
who do not want to be involved, and who see 
management’s role to manage.  For them, there 
are dangers inherent in involvement:- 
 
“I could see them coming to you to ask your 
ideas would be good from a managerial point 
of view because they get the (expletive) credit 
for your idea!” (Operator D) 
 
“Just now you feel as if ‘who is driving the 
bus?’” (Operator E) 
From the (or one) workforce perspective, it is a 
difficult question of whether to manage, or be 
managed:- 
 
“It is a managerial job on top of the job you are 
doing, it does make it interesting, but you taken 
on the responsibility” (Operator A) 
 
 “It has always worked perfectly well with 
‘them and us’, so why do we all of a sudden 
got to be all ‘us together’” (Operator B) 
 
“We have never had all this before like ‘palsy 
walsy’ and all this and it is totally alien to us” 
(Operator C) 
 
Here, there are degrees of skepticism, but not 
setting the concept of involvement in direct 
dichotomous discord with detachment. 
 
The views from the Operator level might all be considered as negative - to different degrees - but, 
in the overall context of the discourse, such simple analysis is not supported.  The discourse of 
the Operators, taken in total, presents diverse and seemingly conflicting views on value systems 
and on how they appraise the actions of management. 
 
“Management, they exist and keep the 
shareholder happy” (Operator A1). 
 
“It’s hard to understand what the company 
policy is, why they got rid of certain people.  
What are these new people bringing to the 
company?” (Operator B1). 
 
“(The MD) I believe is committed because the 
guy speaks honestly in what he wants to see.  
But, this lot (current management), I don’t 
think there is any commitment on their part” 
(Operator C1). 
“Someone gets a Financial Times, copies it and 
it gets stuck up on the board” (Operator A2) 
 
“He is a (function) manager and he has never 
been successful, but this guy is committed to 
his job – he gives it 110% and we see (how) the 
company has treated him” (Operator B2) 
 
“It’s a two-way thing – the company never 
shows any loyalty or any commitment to its 
workforce.  You are expendable” (Operator 
C2) 
 
In the Operators’ discourse, there are the ‘expected’ antagonistic views on managerial 
concentration on developing shareholder value to the detriment of the workforce.  But, in gauging 
managerial performance, the workforce draws upon the figures and analysis presented in the 
Financial Times, and judges what is ‘good’ about this performance according to the criteria of the 
City analysts.  Yet, this set of value judgements sits within and beside those that are of a personal 
and inter-personal nature. 
 
Within the management narrative, we find the ‘expected’ discourse on the search for self-
fulfillment and personal recognition, and then development of relational management of 
workforce.  This relational management will be built around new managerial models of 
teamwork, effective communication, involvement - the types of approach that have not 
previously existed in the organization.  Within the workforce, however, we see discourse on the 
pre-existence of models of ‘good’ managerial behavior – team building, communication, 
involvement - at the level of the shopfloor team. 
 
“For me the most important thing is probably 
recognition” (Senior Manager). 
“We don’t work for (the company), for the 
shareholders, or for the manager, or for the 
 “For myself, it is all to do with recognition of 
what you are doing” (Production Director). 
 
“It’s through effective relationships that things 
are achieved” (Director of Operations). 
 
“I don’t think you pay people to get 
commitment.  I think the way they are managed 
is the key issue” (Middle Manager, HRM) 
 
“I think it is who you are as a person.  I think 
(it) is important people identify with you as 
opposed to (being) the manager or one of 
them” (Middle Manager, Operations). 
supervisor.  It is the team and commitment 
towards each other” (Operator A) 
 
“On the line there has always been teams” 
(Operator B) 
 
“People on the line – we just work together – 
we make up our own ways and we all work 
together” (Operator C) 
 
The types of behavior that are sought by management and are targeted for development within 
the change program already exist and are well-developed within the workforce arena, but they do 
not fall within the accepted paradigm of ‘good’ practice. 
 
Discussing Good and Goodness 
In the illustration, whilst top management philosophy and espoused theory of action are of 
integration and cohesion, the emergent ‘reality’ is not necessarily one of unity and shared goals.  
Taken out of the overall context of the discourses, and without further elaboration, the selected 
(by us as authors for our own purposes) extracts could be read in multiple ways.  If suitably 
ordered, they could be read as indicative of the emergence of an integrated organizational culture 
(Martin, 1992), with the unity and cohesion espoused in the managerial literature.  Here, a drive 
for consensus and freedom from domination might be seen as inherent forces in society 
(Habermas, 1987) - consolation and deliverance achieved through some form of shared ‘social 
hope’ (Rorty, 1999).  In a different order, the extracts could be read as indicative of a 
differentiated of even a fragmented culture (Martin, 1992) of organizational nihilism. 
 Within the discourse, management and Operators present tensions between empowering workers 
and needing to retain levels of control, and between a drive for greater involvement and retention 
of detachment at the same time.  There are dichotomized conflicts between relationships/structure 
– both are seen to be valid and valued by both management and workforce.  For example, the 
Senior Manager Operations talks of involvement and of direction, but without conflict between 
these.  Also, the General Manager Operations talks of treating workforce as he would wish to be 
treated, but of the gap between ‘them and us’ getting wider rather than closing.  In judging the 
effectiveness of management, the Operators reject the concept of the shareholder as key 
determinant of value in the organization, yet acquire, copy and display the shareholder value 
material for their own information, and value it for their own assessment of managerial 
performance.  These and similar contradictions could be read as evidence of fragmentation at the 
organizational and individual level. 
 
Models of ‘good’ management behavior, such as teamwork and communication were surfaced as 
pre-existing forms of worker behavior, but these are not acknowledged as good by management.  
Rather these ‘good’ models might be seen as being ‘bad’ behavior in the workforce – disrupting 
the legitimate work structure and processes and subverting the legitimate communication of the 
organization.  On the other hand, the effective self-managing teamwork and communications of 
the workforce might be contrasted by the Operators with the ‘evil’ of the new management 
models….of teamwork and effective communications.  But, such dichotomous splits of the non-
unitary and non-convergent remain rather simplistic and inappropriately universal. 
 
We find neither the unitary nor the fragmented interpretation adequate or helpful to the 
organizational actors in their own context.  Rather, we see (and accept that it is our own 
interpretation) a new psychological contract in which the workforce contribute an ‘accepted’ set 
of attitudes and behaviors.  We present an interpretation in which the seemingly conflicting views 
outlined above are not set within an overall framework of narratives that are characterized by 
conflict and opposition.  Within our experience of the organization, conflict was not central to the 
discourse of any group or individual.  Within the discussion groups with Operators, for example, 
the different views were not seen as being derived of, indicative of, or promoting division within 
the ranks.  Neither did they see any need to resolve and dissolve differences through any 
processes of negotiation, drive for unity, or shared value development.  Rather they saw the 
normality and acceptability of living in a state of ‘stable inequality’ (Flyvbjerg, 1998) – not a 
unity of consensus and freedom from domination (Habermas, 1987), but not in conflict and 
antagonism.  We believe that it is these forms of non-unitary and non-confrontational 
relationships of organizational ‘normality’ that require further research and understanding, but 
are frequently ignored because “confrontations are often more visible than stable power 
relations….(and) tend to be frequent topics of research on power and of public debate and press 
coverage” (Flyvbjerg, 1998: 231). 
 
In our argument, we adopt the particular philosophical stance (Nietzsche, 1968, 1994; 
Feyerabend, 1987, 1999) that seemingly dichotomous concepts such as good/bad exist, not as 
rational oppositional absolutes, but as relational constructs of the individual.  Meaning 
construction is based upon the individual contexts of perception and interpretation, and their 
particular location in time and space.  We hold to the belief that “crude dichotomies are unsuited 
to express subtle ontologies…..too crude compared to human experience” (Feyerabend, 1999: 
xvii).  As Nietzsche (1968) states, the concept of good cannot be seen to exist without the 
existence of its necessary antithesis, evil……by implication, without its alternative antithesis, 
bad.  By this, he does not imply that they stand in dichotomous opposition, rather, that relative 
concepts cannot exist without those relative to which they stand.  Of course, there are 
philosophies that are grounded in the notion of absolute and attainable good, and the elimination 
of the bad/evil.  We, however, take it as read that such a philosophy is based upon “an absurd 
presupposition: it takes good and (bad1) for realities that contradict one another (not as 
complementary value concepts, which would be the truth)” (Nietzsche, 1968: 192).  We would 
venture that the intellectual supporters of such rationalist, reductionist philosophies “may speak 
of ‘truth’, ‘reason’, ‘objectivity, even of ‘liberty’, but what they really want is the power to 
reshape the world in their own image” (Feyerabend, 1987: 56). 
 
In Search of….? 
                                      
1  In the original Nietzsche uses the antithesis ‘evil’. 
Since such philosophies remain the foundation to much of society; in particular to western, 
rational models of management; they must be accepted by the relativist as convincing to much of 
society, even if “what convinces is not necessarily true - it is merely convincing: a note for asses” 
(Nietzsche, 1968: 15).  Since argument against our approach is necessarily dichotomous, we do 
not entertain such, but must recognize that others do!  Also, in seeking meaning for the ‘good’ in 
the context of origin – that of practice - rather than purely in that of interpretation – our world of 
Academe – we must avoid the academic complacency of the purely theoretical discourse.  Hence, 
we must seek to transfer our philosophical thinking into the context of practice.  In this way, the 
illustration analysis becomes not only our vehicle for interpretation of organizational 
thinking/acting, but also the practitioner’s context for interpretation of our academic 
thinking/theorizing.  In the illustration, we find complex and ambiguous interpretations of ‘good’ 
and ‘bad’ management that are not consistent across groups, or across time – are not consistent 
within individuals.  We believe that, as Flyvbjerg (1998: 231) posits, even in the most stable of 
power relations, these relationships are constantly changing, being produced and reproduced, and 
the ‘reality’ of the situation - the ‘good’ and the ‘bad’ - is subject to a constant process of post-
rationalization in order to suit immediate pragmatic purpose.  This is not unity, but neither is it 
fragmented nihilism. 
 
In seeking to derive pragmatic meaning for organizational actors, we consider the metaphor of 
language (Beech and Cairns, 2001), where the different ‘realities’ of groups, and the 
communication between them can be conceived in terms of single language, dialects, different 
languages and language games.  In the case of single language individuals and groups have a 
totally convergent model of language in terms of vocabulary, syntax and semantics.  However, 
we consider this highly unlikely due to differences of professional and social cultural pre-
programming, and to the ‘natural’ variations in meaning that exist within any language, even in 
its formal structure and usage (such as in ‘the Queen’s English’).  Groups may also have different 
dialects, in that they use the same basic syntactic and semantic models, but with some variation to 
content or usage within these.  These variations can, however, cause problems of eliciting shared 
meaning.  Beyond this, groups may speak different ‘languages’ with, for example, those who 
speak ‘accountancy’ (Belkaoui, 1990) failing to understand those who speak ‘HRM’ (Armstrong, 
1989).  Finally, individuals within any language using community may play language games (that 
could be in the same, or different, languages) (Wittgenstein, 1958) that are indicative of different 
ontologies.  Relating the metaphor of language to that of ‘reality’, we devise four models of 
‘single reality’, ‘multi-layered reality’, ‘multiple realities’, or ‘no-such-thing-as-reality’ (Beech 
and Cairns, 2001). 
 
In order to explore further the nature of an anarchistic but not nihilistic set of organizational 
realities, we consider also the metaphor of jazz (Montuori, 2000), where complexity and 
ambiguity exist in the form of improvisation.  This improvisation is generated not because the 
players cannot read the ‘original’ composer’s score - and not because they wish to subvert and 
reject this in favor of anarchy.  Rather, they adopt an anarchistic approach, in which there is 
diminished concern for the law and order of the score, but without resort to chaos - to nihilism.  
We see the form of jazz as being analogous to the behaviors of those in a truly involving 
organization.  Here, there is structure, at the level of strategy and policy, there are ‘rules’ by 
which all actors/players abide – although these are not universal, and may vary according to the 
type of organizational ‘jazz’.  There are accepted and agreed norms of behavior and shared 
frameworks for thinking/acting.  But, there is freedom for complex, ambiguous and anarchistic 
thinking/acting within the structure/rules/framework.  Here, members follow/break the rules, 
conform to/depart from the predetermined ‘score’, and put unity/individuality at the heart of their 
own contribution. 
 
In seeking psychological grounding for organizational actors’ ability to live in ‘multiple realities’ 
simultaneously, we propose application of the theories of Janusian and homospatial thinking of 
Rothenberg (1979) to understanding of organizational thinking/acting.  Here, we find cognitive 
understanding of the divergent equilibrium of the creative mind, holding seemingly contradictory 
concepts to be valid simultaneously, without assuming the necessity of conflict, and without 
resolution through any Hegalian synthesis (Gadamer, 1976).  We propose that the ability to 
manage effectively is derived from the inherent capability for seeing support and nourishment of 
divergence and difference as forces for unity and convergence. 
 
Interval 
Management is concerned with structure, control, performance, relationships - many forms of 
inter-personal and inter-organizational connectivity, all of which rely on the exertion of one 
concept - power.  However, “power concerns itself with defining reality rather than with 
discovering what reality ‘really’ is” (Flyvbjerg, 1998: 227), and it is through the application of 
power that the nature of the ‘good’ is defined.  “(T)he judgement ‘good’ does not emanate from 
those to whom goodness is shown!  Instead it has been ‘the good’ themselves, meaning the noble, 
the mighty, the high-placed and the high-minded, who saw and judged themselves and their 
actions as good” (Nietzsche, 1994: 12).  Much of the writing on power in society and 
organizations implies notions of negativity in the application of power (e.g. Dahl, 1957; Wrong, 
1979) – i.e. that it is bad – whereas the day-to-day ‘reality’ of the human experience is of the 
‘stable inequality’ (Flyvbjerg, 1998) of power as rationality – as the determinant of goodness.  
This power as rationality drives the process of post-hoc rationalization that determines the 
multiple and changing realities of different actors.  In such circumstances, management cannot 
hope to find unity and convergence, but cannot live with fragmentation and nihilism. 
 
We propose not only that management practice that seeks to unify can, in effect, disunite, but that 
coping with disunity is a proper aim of management; moving beyond preferences for singularity 
or for simplistic and unhelpful false dichotomies (Feyerabend, 1999) to maintenance of 
complexity and ambiguity.  In referring to 'coping' with disunity, we are not using the term as in 
the pejorative common usage - that of not coping - or in a negative manner as in the case of 
coping strategies as employee defensive response (Hayes and Allinson, 1998; Gabriel, 1999) to 
organizational controls.  Rather, we use the word in the sense of 'grappling with success' (Fowler 
and Fowler, 1964). 
 
From our philosophical discussion of the practice of management within the illustration 
organization in relation to the managerial literature, we posit that the ‘goodness’ of management 
is not one of absolute good, nor one of good in opposition to bad or evil.  We find a ‘goodness’ in 
management that is grounded, neither in its dehumanization in postmodern nihilism nor in the 
‘decayed soil’ of the rationalist ‘will to power’ (Nietzsche, 1968) of the already powerful.  Such 
goodness is conceived by some as good, despite its conception as bad by others.  To some, it is 
conceived as good only through its badness.  To some, it is conceived as both good and bad, 
consecutively - or concurrently.  However, it always exists as good only in a context of ‘positive 
postmodernity’, in relation to - but not in dichotomous opposition to - its existence as bad. 
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